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The "Perfect" Text.'
The Editor Speaks for the Author
DAVID]. NORDLOH"

I'd like to offer two preliminary comments about the
general topic of this session, the "perfect" text, and
another about the aspect of that topic which I've been
asked to discuss. On the general topic, our presentations
may - indeed should - overlap; no aspect of textual
scholarship, theoretical or practical, can be sensibly
isolated from the others. And second, the placement of
"perfect" in quotation marks in the title of the session is
an acknowledgment of the vinual impossibility of the task:
as editors we are frustrated by a multitude of conditions I'll be describing a few of them in the body of my talk from achieving a "perfect" text as the result of our work.
About my topic specifically I'd like to add that I have
interpreted it as a call to deal with texts rather than
editions; I won't be concerned with the matter of selecting
from a assemblage of texts to create the specific content of
an edition.
Even though the perfect text eludes us, I think it
wonhwhile to begin with some notion of the ideal. The
ideal of the text, the condition all of us would prefer, is
that authors speak for themselves in their texts, and that
the work of editors be not interpretation of handwriting
and discussion of optional readings, but simply(?) annotation. But can and do authors speak for themselves?
Or, to put the problem in slightly different form: what
would be the characteristics of the perfect text insofar as
our emphasis on the author of that text is concerned? It
would be, among other things: 1) consistent with external
fact; 2) devoid of mechanical errors in spelling and
punctuation; 3) fully aniculated, and thus free of apparent
nonsense or elliptical confusion; 4) chronologically and
intellectually whole, with no internal revisions, no unelecided options for alternate words (I think immediately
of Emily Dickinson's poetry manuscripts as the least
perfect in this way), no incomplete statements; S) unique,
existing in only one copy - another form of intellectual
wholeness; and 6) unmediated - that is, in the author's
hand or at his hand at the typewriter, not processed or
transmitted by scribes, secretaries, compositors, or editors.

"David J. Nordloh is a member of the English depanment of
Indiana University. This paper was presented at the Association's
1979 meeting in Princeton, New Jersey.

None of these six items specifies that a text be immediately
comprehensible or visually intelligible - it can be in
shonhand, code, pig latin, or a foreign language unfamiliar to the reader; perfection of the text as containing
the ideas of an author is not a matter of its accessibility to
the reader, though accessibility would cenainly be of great
concern to the editor for other, obvious reasons.
You may want to add other elements to this list, out of
your own experience with editing. But though they might
differ from my list, they would share with it a basic intellectual characteristic. They would represent means 'of
assuring us of the intentionality of the text. And they
would yield this assurance in prerl.ominantly negative
terms; that is, they would eliminate any practical
possibility that the author might have wanted to say
something else than what is on paper. In practical terms,
then, such a text as I'm describing here would raise no
doubts about itself and its unity which would require
solution.
might have our preferences for more even
style, greater intellectual clarity, and so on, but we would
be cenain that these were the faults of the author and not
of the text. I hope the ad hominem nature of this
preliminary discussion isn't too discouraging. After all, a
text is a human product, communicating the human mind
and spirit, and I am concerned somehow to confine the
human fallibility of the editor while also giving that editor
the freedom to preserve the crucial human message of the
text.
But most texts, alas, are not ideal. They typically invite
sensible human doubt about themselves: they aren't
saying what a sensible person would want them to say,
they're incomplete, they say in one place what two ideal
texts would ordinarily say. In what ways, for example, are
texts not ideal? I'll offer a brief list of distressing
possibilities. Many texts exist in more than one form,
whether directly prepared by the author or not, or a
textual message is conveyed by documents that
simultaneously, on the same page, convey other textual
messages - the most obvious example is a diary written at
one time and corrected and revised for publication at
another. Or a letter is represented by both journal copy
and recipient copy; a speech exists in both draft and
delivered version; any public document could exist in both
manuscript and published form, or in two or more printed
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forms; a text could exist in only one printed form - the
simplest conceivable possibility - but, given the
publication process, that printed form is the result of
editorial and compositorial intervention in the now-lost
original.
These conditions, and a welter of others more
labyrinthine, stand between us and the perfect text, for
the reason I've already suggested: they lead the editor to
wonder about the clarity of the intentionality conveyed by
the material. I must note that the matter of intention is
unique to modern texts. As the result of historical condition and better archival instincts, we have documents
from authors' hands or accessible to their eyes, evaluation,
and revision, and so we're threatened by indefiniteness of
intention or the possibility of multiple intentions. No such
situation penains to classical texts: we can't even ask what
Asechylus or Saint Paul wanted or approved or oversaw;
instead, the only workable editorial end is the reconstruction of a hypothetical text which lies at the base of all
the extant forms. And we have no way of connecting that
ur-text directly to the hand of its author.
In shon, we're confronted in the editing of modern
texts with two crucial problems; the existence of texts, or
versions of texts, which constitute the limit to our
knowledge of identifiable intention; and modes of
physical presentation of texts which engender questions
,about the reliability of their rendition of intention and
about the singleness of intention.
I'm not about to presume a repetition, expansion, or
refutation of published discussions of intention. But in
light of the dilemmas I've mentioned, I'd like to attempt
some working principles, principles which I hope will be
clear and even possibly useful. The air of these principles is
to encourage the editor to restrict editing to what is
editable - the text - but also to provide some directed
flexibility in the face of uncenainty about and variety of
intention. And even here I'm trying to suggest my
preference for allowing the author to speak for the author
as uninterruptedly as possible.

Principle 1
What can be done in the editing of the text to "make"
it what its author "wanted," to assure that it represents
authorial intention, must be rigorously limited by the
physical contents of documents. In this regard, editorial
corrections of spelling and punctuation errors and
repetitions of words in sequence can be justified because
such details can't be conceived, in most ordinary language
contexts, except as mistaken depanures from sensible
intellectual norms. They are recognizable failures of the
document to reflect the author. But editorial normalization of spelling and punctuation on the basis of
general usage or statistical superiority and other proposed
continuations of intention in authorial revision are notions
of intention neither found in nor supponed by
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documents, authorial usage, or general usage. Note again
that this principle is meant to deal with the matter of
authorship of a text, not with questions of the needs of
readers of an edition - who may indeed require modern
rather than Elizabethan spelling, for example.
I'll add to this principle a corollary and a hauntingly
unanswerable question. The corollary is that the most
significant appeal outside a specific text of an author to
authorial intention is the other texts of that author, and
especially manuscripts. The question: what do we do in
the instance of an authorial comment, in a letter, for
instance, about some other text of his that the printer,
printer's compositors, friends, or lawyer should correct his
grammatical mistakes, save or polish his French, orefigure
his mathematics, supply a missing name or date? In other
words, by what process can we deal with authorial intention not authorially enacted? I'll add, more briefly, two
other principles, closely related to each other.

Principle 2
With respect to authorial intention, documents are not
necessarily texts, and texts are not necessarily limited to
individual documents. An obvious example: Lafayette's
later revisions of his own memoirs and letters in their pages
constitute a different text than the originals in which they
occur, even though original and revision appear in the
same document. Or, rather than two texts in one
document, two different intellects, the author's and the
contemporaneous editor's: a letter written by an American
with strong American preferences in spelling, published in
the columns of the Times of London. Or, on the other
side, the text of a novel deriving from a combination of
manuscript and authorial corrections in proofs; in effect,
from two different documents.

Principle 3
Departure from a document or combination of
documents in the effort to represent intention is justifiable
only insofar as that intention can be identified, intellectually and physically. And again a corollary: an editor
can represent in his editing only one coherent intention
per text. For example, an editor can't combine into one
place Mark Twain's separate iptentions for both American
and English editions of Innocents Abroad or James
Fenimore Cooper's. early American and late English
editions of The Pioneers. An editor can't combine the
draft and delivered forms of an address if they had different aims. I'd also suggest that Principle 3 also means the
editor has the responsibility to identify and describe
general authorial intentions which dictate textual
decisions, and that the editor is obligated to repon all
significant textual evidence bearing on the difference
between text and document.
As a final effon at making sense of these principles, I'll
offer two problematic examples for recent documentary

editing in history. The first involves Booker T.
Washington's famous Atlanta speech. The editors of it in
the new edition comment upon and fully record in notes
"deleted passages" in the manuscript which "seem to
suggest something of BTW's thinking as he prepared the
address." I'd prefer that, if the editors are concerned with
describing the progress of intention from draft to delivered
address, they repon deletions as well as additions. The
second example, drawn from the first volume of the
Correspondence o/James K. Polk, concerns a letter to Polk
from Andrew Jackson dated 1 February, 1838. The text
printed is based on the copy written in "Andrew Jackson
Donelson's hand and interlined by Andrew Jackson ... it
is a signed draft of the letter sent. " A footnote indicates,
however, that another copy, in Polk's hand, of the same
letter as received contains a postscript from Jackson, not

printed in the edition. Here, dearly, the decision to repon
only a document does injustice to the text: Polk cenainly
didn't invent the postscript from Jackson which he records
in his copy, and it ought to be included in the edition as
pan of the content of the text.
. I'm afraid that, in the limitations of time here, my
principles will give rather the impression of Zen sayings.
But attention to them, and to the effons they necessarily
entail, should mean editing that reflects and defines the
limits of its documentary basis, as well as the fallibilities
and possibilities implicit in the original creation of that
text. And they provide a means of conveying what the
author has written while allowing~us to also aniculate what
he or she did not write but did intend, and to identify the
difference between the expression of thought and its often
very complex physical embodiment.

Errata.' Being the Correction

ofa Singular Transposition;
With Apologies From the Transpositor to His Readers
Having committed (with three inch high characters) a
noticeable transposition in the ADE acronym on the cov~r
of the February Newsletter, we do not especially savor the
experience. Rumors that the Newsletter's editor had been
taken captive by a group of militant Gaelic spelling
reformers are baseless; he simply goofed. From this
unhappy circumstance has come some good, however, for
careful investigation demonstrates the existence of more
than a dozen prior instances of error recorded in the annals

of human history. An antebellum issue of the Savannah
Republican published this notice:
In our cholera anicle of yesterday evening, for '''No,''
read "Yes;" and for "Yes," read "No."
And an early nineteenth-century London newspaper
printed this notice:
For "her grace, the Duke of Bedford,"
read" his grace, the Duchess of Bedford.
-JON KUKLA

Crick and Alman Brought Up To Date
A Guide to Manuscripts Relating to Amenca in Great
Britain and Ireland, revised edition, ed. John W. Raimo
(Westpon, Conn.: Meckler Books, 1979; 467pp., $79.50),
replaces the earlier volume by Bernard Crick and Miriam
Alman published in 1961. Entries are arranged
alphabetically by county (according to the new county
structures established in 1974) and then by institution.
Coverage goes from major universities down to local

church archives and private owners. Entries are descriptive
and range from a broad overview of the collection to a
listing of individual letters and their dates. When material
has been published, this information and the citation for
the published work are given in a note. A detailed 110page index provides access to materials. All and all a firstrate job of work that will provide much information.
- JOEL MYERSON
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The Editor and
Word Processing Equipment
LARRY I. BLAND'

The nature of the editor's task frequently forces her to
acquire greater knowledge of book production than the
normal author, who gladly relinquishes technical worries
to the publisher's staff. Necessity is frequently the chief
motivatng factor and osmosis the method in the editor's
acquisition of this esoteric knowledge. Not surprisingly,
given the financial resources involved, editors in the
commercial sector have been quicker to adopt the latest
technology to their tasks than have editors in the lowbudget, subsidized, money-losing academic sector. The
documentary editor, if she or he hopes _somehow to cope
with income evaporation and cost inflation, must
familiarize herself with the printing industry's new word
processing technology, the phototypesetter and the editing
terminal or video display terminal (VDT).
The basic printing process developed in the 1440s and
1450s by Johann Gutenberg and his contemporaries was to
~old individual letters and symbols in a lead alloy, tie
them together and press their inked surfaces against paper.
The succeeding four hundred years witnessed
modifications of machinery and technique but no basic
change. The first major departure in type handling was
Ottmar Mergenthaler's linotype machine, developed
between 1876 and 1886. This machine greatly speeded
composition, but it was still a hot metal process requiring
skilled typesetters. The application of the computer to
word processing (a jargon term here meaning only text
preparation and printing) during the 1960s permitted a
major breakthrough to cold type, or photocomposition,
and offset printing. Except for specialty items, printing
from metal type is dead.
In December 1976 the National Science Foundation
decided that it should introduce the publishers and editors
of scientific and technical journals to electronic
publishing. To that end it called representatives of about
two hundred scientific, academic, and commercial
publishing organizations together to solicit suggestions for
a demonstration project. To its surprise, the NSF

'Larry 1. Bland edits the papers of George C. Marshall at the
George C. Marshall Research Foundation, in Lexington,
Virginia. This paper was presented at the Association's 1979
meeting in Princeton, New Jersey.
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discovered that many organizations had already introduced computer technology into their publications and
the demonstration project idea was shelved. In fact, work
on computer-based word processing and typesetting
systems has been in progress for nearly twenty years. Time
magazine installed a computer assisted editorial system in
the mid-I960s. The first major use of video terminals came
in 1970 at the offices of Associated Press and United Press
International. But the real watershed was the installation
by the Detroit News in 1972 of the first electronic
newsroom. Since that time, nearly every daily newspaper,
and some weeklies, in the United States has installed some
kind of computerized typesetting system. Despite initial
resistance to automation, most newspaper personnel have
accepted the new technology. Washington Star columnist
Mary McGrory refused to use the editing terminal for a
year after it was installed. Later she remarked, "When I
found you could erase a whole paragraph and insert words
in an instant which would take ten minutes on a
typewriter, I began to be addicted. Now I can even think
on it." From the newspapers, the revolution has spread to
magazines and journals, to government agencies, and now
to the book publishers. Once recent example of the
possibilities with the new system is the unholy speed with
which fat books were issued on Guyana'sJonestown mass
suicide-murder; editing terminals are not programmed to
control their owners' greed and bad taste.
The new electronic tools have made it possible to
rethink and restructure the editorial process. Virtually
everyone who has become acquainted with a good editing
terminal agrees that it is a far better device than a
typewriter. The keyboard is faster. It is easy to correct

Exemplary Citations
"The Electronic Revolution and the World Just Around
the Corner," Scholarly Publishing 10 (1979): 195-209.
Word Processing World, September 1977.
Fundamentals 0/ Modern Photocomposition, by John W.
Seybold (Media, Pa., n.d.).
- LARRY I. BLAND

mistakes or to change your mind and rework copy. It is
easier to move copy around, since you always work with a
clear version of your manuscript. It is possible to save the
current version of pan or all of the manuscript text while
working on the improved version. A search capacity allows
the author to find and replace words and phrases she
wishes to check or change. Some of the newer systems
check the words in a document against a relatively large
dictionary for spelling accuracy, flagging words not in the
dictionary as possible misspellings.
Although the new technology's capabilities are rapidly
becoming more sophisticated, there are now two basic
options available to most editors who wish to use the
editing terminal. First, the editor can acquire a system
with a typewriter output and produce a clean manuscript
to be sent to the printer in the traditional manner. The
second commonly available option for those who would
like to avoid the printer's retyping job is to send the information on the disk or tape output of the editing terminal. (Obviously the editing project's equipment should
be compatable with the printer's, although there are
"black box" builders whose products permit interfacing
between different terminals and typesetters. One such is
the Shaffstall Corporation, 5292 E. 65th Street, Indianapolis, Indiana 46220.)
The editor can send the printer either uncoded or coded
copy. In the first instance, the printer adds those few codes
or format statements necessary to make the typesetting
computer operate, but if the editing project does its own
coding, no one stands between the editor and his galleys.
Unless an editor is burdened with a forbiddingly complex
book design, the typesetting codes are reasonably simple.
The George Marshall Papers are being keyed into a
Compugraphic Corporation Mini Disk Terminal, a lowcost ($115 per month) system without a typewriter output
capability. In the Compugraphic typesetting system,
practically all of the type necessary for a book can be set
with eight codes in addition to those that are simply keys
on the keyboard. For example, a page of 10 point Italic, 2
points leaded, set 25 picas wide is coded as
pl0f2s1120sm2500. The typist rather than the editor can
learn the less common codes for kerning letters, underlining, lining-through, super-scripting and the like.
Although the operation of Murphy's Law cannot be
completely prevented, most editing terminals have codestorage capabilities that go a long way toward making
coding Murphy-proof. For instance, at the beginning of
every document, my typist strikes a key labeled "call
format" and then the sequence "0,2,1,3,2." The editing
terminal automatically insens the codes that will instruct
the typesetting computer to set 10 point type in two
columns (one 27 picas wide for the document and one 25
picas wide set 1 pica right of the left margin for footnotes),
to call up the first column, and to begin setting in bold
face with two points of leading. By typing 'cf03/07,1,"

the typist prepares to type footnote 1: the film advances 7
points from the previous line, column two is called up,
and the type is designated as 8 point. Similar predetermined format keys may be established for coding linethroughs, tables, large capitals (for example, at the
beginning of chapters, where the type must run around
the capital) and superscript characters. It is no longer
necessary or even panicularly convenient to make changes
merely because the publisher does not wish to pay a printer
for non-standard typesetting. Neither is the editor forced
to modify complicated paragraph or sentence indentations
or tabular material to suit typesetters. Coding increases the
editor's. control over the galleys and corrections by
eliminating the printer's need to modify in any way the
product the editor sends him. What you codes is what you
gets.
In addition to the advantages it derives from its editing
terminal, the George C. Marshall project is fonunate in
dealing primarily with typed originals and .easily read
handwriting. The typist works directly from photocopies of
the original documents, to which the editor has attached a
form specifying the coding and annotation. Each
document and its annotation is proofread twice against the
VDT screen image. The printer returns galleys set precisely
according to the editor's specifications. No one outside the
project changes any character or code on the disks.
In contrast to the publishing costs, the price of word
processing equipment is increasing at a rate below that of
inflation, and in some cases costs are actually declining.
This alone makes the application of word processing
equipment to editing projects imperative. But equally
imponant for an editor, the new technology gives her
better control over the project. Naturally, each editor faces
unique problems and constraints. The editing terminal
and the phototypesetter open the door to numerous experiments. The Association for Documentary Editing was
formed, in pan, to encourage and to act as a clearing house
for new ideas. Word processing equipment demands our
attention.

Rhyme and Reason
in Scholarly Publishing
. . . As we were leaving he hinted
That a student could hardly do less
Than see how the volumes were printed
At the time-honoured Clarendon Press.
So I went there with scholarly yearning,
And I gathered from kind Mr. Gell,
Some books were to stimulate learning,
And some were intended to sell.
- Oxford Magazine, 1892

J

Editors and Their Work
News of the death of JULIAN PARKS BOYD on 28 May
1980, at the Medical Center at Princeton, reached us as
this issue went to press. He was emeritus professor of
history at Princeton University, where he had begun
editing the Papers of Thomas jefferson in the 1940s.
Among many other offices and honors that marked his
distinguished career were the presidency of the American
Historical Association in 1964 and of the American
Philosophical Society from 1973 to 1976.
JOHN P. KAMINSKI and GASPARE). SALADINO have been
named co-editors of the Documentary History of the
Ratification of the Constitution project. GORDON R.
DENBoER is appointed editor of the First Federal Elections
project. ROBERT MARK WARREN. director of the Michigan
Historical Collection and professor of history and of Ii brary
science at the University of Michigan, will be sworn as
Archivist of the United States on 15 July 1980.
WILMARTH S. LEWIS, editor of the Yale edition of the
correspondence of Horace Walpole, died on 7 October
1979. As William B. Willcox noted, Lewis's editorship
provided "the model for a new school of modern
American historiography." Lewis's innovations, precise
schalarship, and dedication point the way for editors, and
few projects have not felt the impact of his work. The Yale
edition of the Walpole correspondence - now reaching
completion after more than four decades - is the first
place a beginning editor should consult as he looks for
models, and thus it becomes a living memorial for
"Lefty."
- ROBERT A. RUTLAND
The; death of MERRILL JENSEN on 30 January 1980 has
saddened his numerous students and friends. He was one
of the leading historians of our era, for many years Vilas
Professor at the University of Wisconsin, a president of the
Organization of American Historians, a high level consultant of the federal government on educational exchanges with Japan, and in decades of teaching the
sponsor of an extraordinary number of students who
became scholars, continuing to do research and to publish.
Jensen's own scholarly work, steadily produced over a long
career, was large in volume and distinguished by its
uniform excellence and commitment to high professional
standards. He is usually thought of as in the Progressive
tradition, associated with such figures as Carl Becker and
Charles A. Beard; indeed his emphasis, like theirs, was on
socio-economic determinants of historical process.
Nevertheless, his deepest commitment was always to
scientific objectivity, to inductive method in the search for
truth, and he believed that truth could be found. This is

6

what inspired his training of graduate students and informs the content of his work, and what will extend its
effective life-span beyond that of current modes of interpretation. In assessing his contributions, historical
editing is sometimes overlooked. The colonial documents
he published as volume nine of Oxford University's
English Historical Documents are expertly edited, and the
book in its later sections is a dramatic rendering of the
confrontation with Britain. At his death, Jensen was head
of two major projects in historical publication: the
Documentary History of the First Federal Elections, and
the Documentary History of the Ratification of the
Constitution.
- E.JAMES FERGUSON

The Writings of Henry D. Thoreau project at Princeton
University is accepting applications for a full-time, oneyear editorial position beginning 1 September 1980;
renewal for up to three years is possible. Experience in
textual editing is essential, and applicants must have
completed the PhD. Although one's dissertation topic
need not have been Thoreau, knowledge of Thoreau's life
and work is required. Salary commensurate with experience; send dossier, or vita with names and addresses of
three references, to Elizabeth Witherell, Acting Editor in
Chief, The Writings of Henry D. Thoreau, 2-13-E
Firestone Library, Princeton University, Princeton, NJ
08540. Princeton University is an Equal Employment
Opportunity/ Affirmative Action employer M/F.
The Thoreau Edition began in 1966 as one of a group of
projects designed by the Center for Editions of American
Authors, a committee of the Modern Language
Association, to provide new, carefully researched,
definitive editions of classic American authors. Now
funded directly by the National Endowment for the
Humanities, the Edition continues with that goal. When
complete, it will consist of twenty eight volumes: eleven
volumes of material Thoreau prepared or intended for
publication will include Cape Cod, Excursions, and his
poems and translations, and two volumes of essays he
worked on between the publication of Walden in 1954
and his death in 1862, a period of his life generally
regarded as artistically unproductive. His correspondence
will be printed in two volumes. Fifteen volumes of his
journal, edited from manuscript, will present this major
work in its original form for the first time.
The Thoreau Edition seeks an editor to work primarily
on the journal, although he or she would also help with
collations, proofreading, and research on other volumes
from time to time.
- ELIZABETH WITHERELL

Amendments to Constitutiotl Proposed
The Association's president, Lester J. CapP'on, and its
steering committee recommend the following amendments to the constitution of the Association for
Documentary Editing:
A. That the steering committee, defined in micle 6, be
renamed Council. As it is the exe~utive body of the
Association, it should be distinguished from the committees established in anide 7 and from such ad hoc
committees as may be appointed from time to time.
B. That anicle 4, section 2 (defining the nominating
committee) be made section 1 of article 7 (subsequent
sections being renumbered accordingly); and that the first
sentence of the new anicle 7, section 1, be amend'ed to
read "A nominating committee of five member's, no two
of whom may be affiliated with the same documentary
editing project, agency, or institution, shall be elected by
the association by mail ballot."; and that the word foil be
deleted from the last sentence of the said anicle to
eliminate a redundancy.
C. That the first sentence of anicle 5 be amended to read
"There shall be a business meeting of the association
convened during the annual meeting."; and that the last
sentence of anicle 5, section 2 be deleted.
D. That the first sentence of anicle 4, section 4 be
amended to read "No member shall hold more than one
elected office in the association at a time, and no member
shall serve more than one consecutive term in any office
except that the secretary-treasurer shall be eligible for
reelection for as many as three consecutive terms. "
Members are asked to vote on the proposed amendments (using the ballot printed in this issue of the
Newsletter or a photocopy thereof) and to return their
ballots to Raymond W. Smock, Secretary-Treasurer,
Booker T. Washington Papers, History Depanment,
University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland 20742, by
15 August 1980. The results of the balloting shall be

conveyed to the Association at its annual meeting, 30
October-l November 1980, in Williamsburg, Virginia, for
confirmation by advisory majority vote.

ADE Committees
Several committees conduct the work of the Association.
The chairpersons and their addresse~ are given here.
Program for the 1980 meetihg: joHN Y. SIMON, Ulysses
S. Grant Association, Soomeri1 Illinois University, Carbondale, lllinois 62901.
Local afT.n~en~ fot tire l~ meeting: CHARlES F.
ltoBSON, john Marshtil hpMs, ~x 220, Williamsburg,
Virginia 23185.
Towards a Manual on Documentary Editing: RICHARD
K. SHowMAN, 92 Williams Street, Providence, Rhode
Island, 02906.
Educational Standards: LINDA GRANT DEPAUW, George
Washington University, Washington, D.C., 20052.
By laws: WARIlEN M. BILUNGS, Depanment of History,
Unjversity of New Orleans, Lake Front, New Orleans,
70122.
The Nominating Committee for 1980 consists of Jo
ANN BOYDStON, Center for Dewey Studies, 803 S.
Oakland, Carbondale, IUitto~ 6i!901; MAEVA MARCUS,
Documentary History of the 'Supreme Coun, Supreme
Coun Building Room 10, Washington, D.C. 20543;
FRANK C. MEYERS, Papers of William Plumer, New
Hampshire Historical ~t'y, 30 Park Street, Concord,
New Hampshire 03301; CAROL On, 293 Communications
Building, University of Ttn~'e Press, Knoxville,
Tennessee 37916; and G. THOMAS TANSELLE, John Simon
Guggenheim Memorial Poundattoo, 90 Park Avenue,
New York, New York, 10016.

Exemplary Citations
"Views in Review: A Historiographical Perspective on
Historical Editing," by Fredrika J. Teute, in American
Archillist43, no. 1 (winter 1980):43-56.
- RAYMONDW. SMOCK
"Jared Sparks: The Preparation of an Editor," by Lester J.
Cappon, in Proceedings of the Massachusetts Histoneal
Society 90 (1978):3-21.
- ROSS W. BEALES,JR.

Technological Change in Pn·nting and Publishing, ed.
Lowell H. Hattery and George P. Bush (Rochelle Park,
N.].,1973).
- LARRY I. BLAND
"Progress in Documentation: Computer Typesetting and
Information," Joumfll of Documentation 28 (September 1969):66-69.
- LARRY I. BLAND
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Mellon Foundation Makes Large Editing Grant
The Andrew W. Mellon Foundation of New York City
has granted $425,000 to the National Historical
Publications and Records Commission in support of
historical editing projects of five Founding Fathers: John
Adams (and his family), Benjamin Franklin, Thomas
Jefferson, James Madison, and George Washington. The
grant is int~nded to give the editors and sponsoring institutions a three-year period in which to develop other
bases of financial support, as funds from federal grantmaking agencies, such as the NHPRC are not expected to
keep pace with rising editorial and production costs. The
NHPRC will administer the Mellon Foundation award,
making separate annual grants to each of the five projects.
A major purpose of the Mellon Foundation grant is to
enable these projects to take advantage of new technology,
particularly word-processing equipment and computer
indexing programs in order to accelerate production and
reduce overall costs. The grant provides funds specifically
for "retooling" the projects with new equipment and
editorial aids. Other editorial projects, notably the Papers
0/ Henry Laurens at the University of South Carolina and
the Foreign Relations 0/ the United States series at the
United States Department of State, have demonstrated the
advantages of these modern aids in reducing timeconsuming proofreading and nearly eliminating the
marathon indexing sessions common to most large
editorial enterprises.
The grant also includes $25,000 to enable the NHPRC
to study alternative methods and procedures that may
shorten production time and reduce costs of documentary
editions. The NHPRC plans a comprehensive review of
current editorial practices in selection, transcription, and
annotation, and of technological innovations in editing, as
well as a study of the utility of comprehensive book
editions. A study director, with an advisory panel to
suggest specific questions and goals and to review the final
report, will be hired to prepare a draft report by fall 1980.
The projects to which the Mellon grant will be applied
are:
The Adams Papers. Begun in 1952 at the Massachusetts
Historical Society, the project has published a 608-reel
microfilm edition and 24 of projected 130 volumes. The
several series include the collected papers of Presidents
John and John Quincy Adams, and diaries and family
correspondence of descendants. The present editor-inchief is Robert J. Taylor, formerly a professor of history at
Tufts University.
The Papers o/Thomasjefferson. Long considered one of
the premier works of American historical scholarship,
Princeton University's Jefferson series first appeared in
1950" and has progressed through 19 volumes of a
projected 60. Julian P. Boyd and Charles T. Cullen are the
editors.
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The Papers 0/ james Madison. One of two Founding
Fathers editions housed at the University of Virginia, the
Madison project is headed by Robert A. Rutland. The
edition has reached volume 12 of a projected 60. In the
near future the editors will add a new series - the
presidential papers - to be published simultaneously
with the chronological series already well underway.
The Papers 0/ Benjamin Franklin. One of the most
prolific of Founding Fathers, Franklin left behind an
immense body of correspondence that the Yale University
editorial team, now headed by William B. Willcox, has
gathered from all over the world. With 21 volumes of a
projected 62 in print, the editors still face Franklin's
extraordinarily busy years representing American
diplomatic interests in France. The American
Philosophical Society, founded by Franklin, contributes to
the support of the project.
The Papers o/George Washington. Directed by W. W.
Abbot at the University of Virginia, the Washington
project is the youngest of the five Founding Fathers
projects. To date, the editors have published
Washington's diaries in six volumes and begun work on a
correspondence series estimated to require an additional
70 volumes. The project receives substantial support from
the Mount Vernon Ladies' Association of the Union,
which owns and maintains Washington's home.

Exemplary Citations
"Archive Packs fot Schools: Some Practical Suggestions,"
by M. Palmer, in journal 0/ the Society 0/ Archivists 6,
no. 3 (April 1979):145-153.
E. James Ferguson, review of the Papers 0/ Alexander
Hamilton, vol. 21, in journal 0/ American History 66
(1980):919-920.
"Between the Italian Renaissance and the French
Enlightenment: Gabriel Naude as an Editor," by Paul
Oskar Kristeller, in Renaissance Quarterly 32, no. 1
(spring 1979):41-72~
Readers are encouraged to send "exemplary citations" to Jon
Kukla, Publications Branch, Virginia State Library, Richmond

VA 23219.

Program Committee
for 1980ADE Meeting in Williamsburg
John Y. Simon, president-elect of ADE, is chairman of the
program committee for the 30 October-l November 1980
annual meeting, to be held at the Hospitality House,
adjacent the campus of the College of William and Mary.
The committee consists of Simon; Charles T. Cullen, of
the Papers of Thomas Jefferson; David Greetham, of the

CUNY Graduate Center; and Nathan Reingold, of the
Joseph Henry Papers; with Charles F. Hobson, of the John
Marshall Papers, serving as an advisory member. Program
proposals and suggestions should be sent to John Y. Simon
at the Ulysses S. Grant Association, Morris Library,
Southern Illinois University, Carbondale, Illinois 62901.

What We Would Have Done Differently
Now That It Is Too Late
LOUIS R. HARLAN and RAYMOND W. SMOCK·

We might as well begin on a note of candor by
admitting the worst error we ever made, for of all the
things that we would have done differently this surely
heads the list. On the errata page of volume 8 appears the
note: "Volume 4, p. 309, n. 1. The man wrongly
identified as Roben Brown Elliott [a black man) was
actually William Elliott, a white man. The letter to BTW,
Apr. 25, 1898, was from Rev. G. M. Elliott of Beaufon,
S.c." Not only had we confused a black man with a white
man and another black man, but in a display of erudition
we gratuitously had mentioned a letter that Elliott - the

·Louis R. Harlan and Raymond W. Smock edit the Booker T.
Washington papers at the University of Maryland. This paper is
adapted from a talk jointly written but delivered by Louis R.
Harlan at a meeting of Washington, D.C., area editors on 20
May 1980. Their ptoject, begun in 1967, will complete its
thineenth and final volume in 1981.

wrong Elliott - wrote to Booker T . Washington founeen
years after our own annotation indicated his death date.
And they say that dead men tell no tales. At least there
were no errata in our erratum. Such a compounding of
errors could only have been achieved by a committee. For
most of our annotations, we are able to trace back
responsibility by checking the raw data notes, but in this
case these had mysteriously disappeared. It all reminds us
of the famous Nast cmoon about the Tweed ring. It shows
a circle of bloated politicians. The caption reads, "Who
Stole the People's Money?" Each man is pointing his
finger at the man on his left. That is our worst error yet,
but we still have to do the cumulative index with its
infinite possibilities.
Without trying to explain away an error that gross, we
can only say that it is the kind of error that occurred only
once, and occurred in spite of our editorial method rather
than because of it. Most of the other outright errors were
less egregious: misspelled names; failure to annotate at
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it appeared in the original, though we doubt that history
was changed by the omission of that panicular punctuation. We would still continue to correct obvious
typographical errors in typewritten or printed documents.
Maybe a type does reveal something deeply hidden, but is
it deeply hidden in the author or the stenographer? Only a
psychohistorian can analyze all the typos of a lifetime and
reach conclusions as to their psychological significance,
and for that he would surely want to see the originals, to
see if the typist was agitated enough to punch out all the
o's.
Beware of the ponable photocopiers. They'll sneak up
on you. When we began thirteen years ago, there were no
photocopiers in the Manuscript Room of the Library of
Congress, and the only recourses were to pay the exorbitant rates then charged by the photo duplication service,
or else bring your own ponable copier. Knowing what we
do now, we would never use the 3M process at all, much
less the ponable version. We got a lot of bad copies,
panicularly where the original was faded. Funhermore,
our copies are soon going to be wonhless as an archive of
Booker T. Washington documents because, although the
photocopies have not yet faded, they go faster, as the song
says, when you get to September, and we are at September.
Another lesson of experience: accept the limitations as
well as enjoy the greater roominess of documentary
publication. We had the illusion that through Booker T.
Washington's papers we could write his life and times, not
only his own experience but the history - or at least the
black history - of his era. That proved to be beyond the
limitations of the documents we were working with. While
he had a broad experience, there were many aspects of the
era that his correspondence never illuminated. In the end
we had to accept that, in editing a person's papers, we
were in effect writing an amplified biography rather than a
comprehensive history. Maybe other editing projects are
exceptions to this rule, but we found it impossible,
without neglecting our biographical subject and without
writing lengthy notes on historical events peripheral to our
subject, to write a balanced history of the times.
Let us turn to a few things we think we have done right,
for there may be lessons of experience in them, too. We
still think we have been right to do a selective letterpress
edition and not microfilm. If others want to microfilm all
or pan of the main collection of a million items in the
Library of Congress, all power to them. We just don't
think a comprehensive microfilm publication is appropriate work for historians. There is no room in it for
scholarly judgment, historical imagination, or literary
skill. Other vinues are required, but they aren't the special
province of the historian.
We think we were wise, in spite of loss of some funding,
to engage in only a minimal amount of fund-raising and
administration, thus leaving the two senior editors free to
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concentrate on the actual editing work of the project. Too
often, project directors are forced to be entrepreneurs and
administrators at the expense of their own scholarly
contribution to their projects. The University of Maryland
campus administration handles our financial accounts, and
this usually results in an annual discrepancy of a thousand
dollars or so between budgeted accounts and actual expenditures. If we did all the financial accounting, we could
probably even it all out, but at the cost of many man-hours
we now devote to our real work of editing. Similarly, in the
early, desperate years of the project nearly half of one
editor's time was spent vainly trying to get long-range
funding. About the time we said, to hell with it, we have
better things to do with our time, the money began to flow
in, without connection to our fund-raising effons. For
more than ten years, NEH and NHPRC have generously
supponed the project, and not because of any hype on our
pan but simply because the volumes rolling off the press
were evidence that we were doing the job, and because in
those years they themselves were more adequately funded
than earlier.
Another decision we made at the beginning that we
think has stood up well is avoiding the temptation to load
the annotations with bibliographical data. Our rule on this
question may not apply to editions whose sources are more
often rare books, but for late 19th and 20th century
editions we recommend our rule of not citing standard
reference books, collective biographies, New York Times
obituaries, or other sources as would naturally occur to
anybody wanting to follow up an annotation with additional research. On the other hand, we do cite sources for
any direct quotations, any significant documentary
sources, and any unique contributions of fact or interpretation by other scholars.
We have also rejected the notion that we are archivists.
We consider our volumes products of research primarily,
that is, documentary history and biography, even though
they may also serve as leads to research by others. Our
photocopies are our working copies, rather than a
repository for other researchers to rummage in, at our
possible inconvenience in doing our job and at the risk of
misfiling. We can understand that the same rules might
not be applicable to a project that does not work primarily
from a large central collection and whose files therefore do
become the chief repository on the subject they are dealing
with. So we have compromised. Instead of opening our
photocopy files, we have kept at the Library of Congress
for nearly fifteen years a card file of all the documents we
have photocopied from the BookerT. Washington Papers,
with container and folder numbers, and have guided
hundreds of researchers to material in this huge and
somewhat disarranged collection.
On the question of using word processors and computer
technology, to put it bluntly, if we had it to do over we
would not use them, except for the cumulative index. We

first mention - we now have a system for that; and attributing to the A. M. E. Church what should properly be
credited to the A. M. E. Zion Church - there is a man in
Atlanta who reads our volumes apparently for no other
purpose than to catch any slighting of his church.
Every project of course presents different problems
calling for somewhat different solutions; and there are
some things that cannot be settled in advance and stated
explicitly in the introductory explanation of editorial
method that has become a standard feature of first
volumes of edited series. The catch 22 is that many things
an editor learns by doing are the sorts of things he cannot
change once he has been locked in. from volume one. to a
preconceived editorial method. So we will treat some
things we were able to correct in later volumes and some
things we could not.
At the outset. if we had our druthers. we would ask in
our first annual budget for funding for a project reference
library. Of course we have about one hundred books in the
office. our own books. most monographs in the field. and
another one hundred fifty at the project's desk in the
Library of Congress. But we could have done so many more
annotations right in the office. without nearly as much
labor cost. if we had only had a better reference library.
We have worn OUt the 1918-1919 Who's Who in Amenca,
until the binding has deteriorated and it is three pieces.
but if we could have had Who Was Who in America
volumes. we could have found those death-dates that
adorn our volumes without all the time-consuming tasks of
preparing systematic instruction cards for annotation
research and so on. Some two hundred books at an average
of $20 a book. or an initial outlay of $4000 at the
beginning of a project will actually pay for itself in labor
savings over several years of work. Of course. that was
impossible at the time we began our project on a
shoestring.
Another thing that we would do differently is to
develop a more regular system for vetting of the volumes
before publication. that is. for a close critical reading by
either an established scholar in the field or a veteran editor
or both. We had assumed at the beginning that the
members of our board of editors would all do this and send
us their criticisms. We had chosen our board of editors. we
must say in a spirit of candor. with mixed emotions. We
wanted to impress the funding agencies. the reviewers.
and the readers with the fact that these leaders in the
profession and field endorsed the project and the editors.
That we assumed that they would be willing to do some
hard work on our volumes was. in retrospect. rather naive.
Only a couple of our editorial advisers have given us
detailed criticism on a regular basis. So we would
recommend to beginning editors that they include a few
workers on their board of editors. Also. they should leave
off a few of the luminaries in their field so that they can be
eligible to review the series in the journals. Disregarding

for the moment the board ot edltors. It seems to us that
neither the National Historical Publications and Records
Commission. or the National Endowment for the
Humanities. or possibly ADE could take the lead in setting
up a vetting system for the historical editions and make it a
standard practice for all projects. Our project has been
lucky enough to have an excellent copy-editor. and the
same one for all volumes. Even though she has been
promoted to managing editor of the press. our copy-editor
has continued her work on our volumes in order to keep
the continuity and high standards of the early volumes.
But we cannot rely on the press to review the scholarly
judgments involved in selection and annotation. So. we
would urge some vetting ·system. though without the seal
of approval used in scholarly editions of American authors
sponsored by the Modern Language Association.
One of the things we were able to change along the way
was to write leaner annotations. In the process of the first
three or four volumes we gradually learned that in annotation form should follow function. For the major
figures in our documents. who appeared over and over as
major actors in the drama of Booker T. Washington's life.
we even increased the detail. If this person was a wellknown historical personage. we would only,briefly outline
his life and concentrate on his relationship with Booker T.
Washington. Since we considered ours a project in AfroAmerican history primarily. we tended to give fuller
annotation to black figures. all other things being equal.
But the key to our changes in annotation as we gained
experience was functionalism. We gave less annotation
and sometimes none at all to the once-at-bat. the
peripheral characters mentioned in correspondence.
people in lists, often fully enough identified in the
document itself. For example. in the annotation of Elliott
mentioned above, the errors we printed in our eagerness to
impress the world with how much we knew about the
character would have been largely eliminated in a later
volume by the fact that his real identity was alluded to in
the document, which mentioned him only incidentally
and therefore did not require any annotation of him at all!
Did we modernize too much? Modernization is a bad
word for what is often a good thing, or at least a necessary
thing. All rendering of autograph or typed originals in
print is modernization. We would keep some of our
practices of transcription such as lowering superscripts.
running the first line of the text of a letter into the line of
the salutation, shifting date lines at the end of a letter to
the top of the letter, and removing the title "Principal"
following Booker T. Washington's signature. On the other
hand, we think we went too far without good reason in
some of our gratutious changes. We would now decide to
include double punctuation every one of the thousands of
times it occurred, such as the colon-dash or comma-dash,
instead of rendering them as simply colon, comma, or
dash . We would include a period at the end of a dateline if
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have not been convinced of substantial cost savings,
improved quality, or more rapid production of volumes.
So we~l keep operating out of shoeboxes while some of our
editorial colleagues become captains of the industry; their
offices will resemble those of insurance companies while
ours looks like a mom-and-pop store. Also, we just heard a'
disquieting rumor, that floppy disks have a limited shelf
life. All those thousands of bits of information may
deteriorate over time, like all else that is monal. What a
potential disaster! Weare, however, working on a
cumulative index that will use computer soning to
combine the twelve separate indexes of the volumes into
one. This, we believe, will save time and possibly our
sanity. It will not, however, save us from the human brain
labor of reorganizing our subheads to fit a much lengthier
index. Given a finite amount of available money for initial
outlays, we would opt for an adequate reference library for
the project office rather than our own pet computer. We
are not Luddites, and we are open to future persuason.
Maybe in, say, 1984 we'll be not only believers in but
advocates of instamatic editing. In the meantime, we're
from Missouri.
Maybe, facetiously speaking, one of the things we would
avoid if we were doing this project over is ever ending it.
Deceleration presents a number of special problems not
encountered earlier: a dwindling staff, less need for the
Library of Congress desk as annotation work declines, and
·a sharp rise at the end in the least pleasant tasksl'roofreading and indexing. We have no good solution for

declining staff needs - some have to go from full time to
half time, and some have to be let go. We have decided to
give up the sacred Library of Congress desk and operate
out of a study shelf for the remainder of the project. The
lag between completion of a volume and its publication
presented no prolbems while we had other volumes to
work on, but with the series finished and funding ended
we will still be faced with the task of reading galleys and
completing the cumulative index. The project at that
point could go months with nothing to do and then be
flooded with work for several months, depending on the
schedule of the press.
This has been a catalog of paniculars, but isn't that
what editing is all about? We suppose the most general
question we could answer, however, is, would we do it over
again? We sure would. We've enjoyed every bit of it. In
fact, we like it so well we are now in the process of
volunteering for another long hitch.
The reader will notice that we have not said anything
about Booker T. Washington. It is not that our loyalty to
him isn't strong. In fact, we call our project "the real
Washington Papers." Our Washington was obviously a
greater man. George Washington could chop down a
cherry tree but could not tell a lie. Our man could do
both. Seriously, although we have learned much by trial
and error about editorial techniques, the chief learning
experiences have been the substantive ones. We have
learned more than we knew about black history, the
period, the man, and human nature itself.

Comprehensive Text Processing
and the Papers a/Henry Laurens
DAVID R. CHESNUTT"

The idea of using the computer to perform routine
editing procedures has attracted the attention of a number
of scholars in the last few years. Among those who names
immediately come to mind are David Trask and Miriam
and Peter Shillingsburg. Trask revolutionized the editing
of the ongoing series Foreign Relations when he introduced the use of microcomputers. Under Trask's
leadership, the State Depanment historian's office now

"David R. Chesnutt is co-editor of the Laurens papers at the
University of South Carolina. This paper was presented at the
Association's 1979 meeting in Princeton, New Jersey.

12

supplies the Government Printing Office with machinereadable files instead of the traditional typescripts. This
allows the type for the printed volumes to be composed
without rekeying and saves time throughout the
production cycle of each volume. The Shillingsburgs'
Thackerey project at Mississippi State University uses a
large, central computer and sophisticated computer
programs to carry out many editorial tasks. And, like the
Foreign Relations series, the Thackerey volumes will be
typeset from machine-readable files rather than
typescripts.
The Laurens Papers will publish its last traditional, hot
type volume about fifteen months from now. With the
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publication of volume 9 in February 1981, the project will
have completed an almost comprehensive edition of
Laurens's papers prior to the Revolution. Yet these nine
volumes contain only one-third of the Laurens papers.
Another eight thousand· documents remain to be
published. The initial publication plan developed in the
1960s called for a series of highly selected volumes to cover
the Revolution and later periods. However, the imponance of those materials led to a revised publication
plan calling for six .printed volumes and a yet to be
determined number of microfiche. We plan to complete
the publication of those eight thousand· documents in
about the same length of time it took to publish the first
nine volumes - about ten years. What makes the new
publication format and schedule feasible is the computer,
or to be more accurate, the series of computers that we will
harness for our needs.
Our basic objective is to go from an eighteenth-century
holograph to a published document in a single typing.
Reaching this goal requires considerable planning, because
the new editing system affects every step of the editorial
process. The most pronounced changes will be in the areas
of 1) transcribing; 2) preparation of the editorial apparatus; and 3) production of the volumes and fiche. The
savings in each of these areas are the savings that result
from the elimination of retyping and proofreading. In
terms of staff time, we estimate a savings of about ten
years; in terms of money, we estimate a savings of about a
million dollars.
The Text Processing System

The components of the Laurens text processing system
include a word processor; an optical character reader; a
large, central computer; a computer typesetter; and a
computer-output microfiche unit. Three of these components will be off-site; that is, we will contract for the
services of an optical character reader, a computer
typesetter, and a microfiche unit. Although we will only
work directly with the word processor and the central
computer, we have had to consider very carefully how our

two units could be linked with the outside components
(see figure 1).
Our system's most imponant component is the word
processor. a microcomputer designed for manipulating
textual materials. With so many word processors on the
market. we had to spend several months evaluating various
units. We finally chose a WANG Model 5-11. Our decision
was based on ease of operation; compatibility with the
university's central computer; and cost. We will use the
WANG as a kind of super-typewriter to transcribe the last
six thousand documents in the series.
The optical character reader (OCR) in our system is a
SCANDATA 2250/1. a computerized character reader
that can be programmed to read any typewritten material
with an accuracy rate of between 95 and 99 percent. We
have contracted to have about two thousand documents
put on computer tape. These documents have already
been transcribed but they have not been verified. Rather
than retype the documents on the word processor, we
chose to use the OCR as a means of saving time and
money . To read the six thousand pages of these two
thousand documents will cost about $1200. Once
SCANDATA produces a computer tape of the documents.
the documents will go to the central computer and then to
the word processor for verification and editing.
The central computer at the University of South
Carolina is an Amdahl 470-V6. For all practical purposes
the Amdahl is about the same as an IBM 370. which is one
of the most common academic computers. We will use the
Amdahl primarily as a means of storing our documents
and ou·r editorial apparatus. And we will use the Amdahl
as a means of producing the computer tapes that will drive
the other two components of the system - the computer
typesetter and the computer microfiche unit.
Among the wide variety of computer typesetters now
available. most can produce the Baskerville typeface used
in our series. With more and more printers upgrading
their equipment we are confident our university press will
have a number of printers to choose from. This should
enable us to keep our production costs down. More imponant. in supplying the printer with a computer tape, we
will be able to eliminate the keying, or retyping, that now
takes place when a printer is furnished with a typescript.
This, in turn, will reduce substantially the amount of
proofreading required in the production phase.
The microfiche unit is the final component of our text
processing system. Again, the actual production of the
fiche supplements will be handled by an outside contractor; this will assure compliance with archival and
industry standards for the fiche supplements. As with the
printed volumes, our "manuscript" will again be a
computer tape. I should note that the use of computer
tape for both printed volumes and fiche will enable us to
move a document easily as the final process of selection is
carried out.
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How the System Works
With this general overview of the hardware in our text
processing system, we can discuss the processing of an
actual document. Our example is a document from the file
of items scheduled to be converted by the optical character
reader, documents from the period December 1774 to
August 1778 in which Laurens was heavily involved in the
politics of the Revolution. When SCANDATA returns the
9-track computer tape to us, the tape will be read into the
university's central computer and stored in the computer's
mass storage system. The dpcuments will then be ready for
editing. Because the documents have already been
transcribed, our first step will be to verify those documents
in the 1774-1778 file. Here we focus our attention on the
1774-1775 file.
To verify the documents of the 1774-1775 file, we must
first move a copy of that file from the central computer to
the word processor. This is accomplished by a command
given to the central computer from the terminal of the
word processor. Note that the central computer retains the
original file. This provides us with a security copy. If we
accidentally erase the file on the word processor or if the
word processor is .struck by lightning, we are still in
business. (I should also note that the OCR documents are
backed up with a security copy in the form of the original
computer tape; we always maintain at least three copies of
every computer file we have.) But let me return to the
problem at hand. To store the 1774-1775 file of
documents requires about fifteen of the word processor's
floppy disks. (The 1774-1775 file contains 443 documents
totalling about twelve hundred pages; each diskette holds
about eighty pages.) We begin the verification process by
calling up the first document in the first diskette: a twelvepage letter written to John Laurens after Henry's return to
South Carolina from England.
Once we have the document on call, we look at the first
page of the transcription on our 24-line television-like
screen. One person reads from the photocopy of the letter;
another person follows the copy on the screen. Corrections
in capitalization and punctuation, deletions, and insertions are made as necessary on the screen. The process is
repeated page-by-page until the letter has been completely
verified. If the verification team is interrupted, they
simply mark their place, save the changes they have
already made, and refile the document on the word
processor diskette. The diskette's copy is updated with the
changes made that day. If the proofreaders are uncertain
about a particular reading, they can temporarily mark the
passage so that other members of the staff can be consulted. Once all of the transcription questions have been
resolved, the security copy of the letter in the central
computer storage is updated with the corrected file.
Pre-selection is the second step in handling Henry's
letter to John. Will the letter be included in the printed

volume, or will it be placed on fiche? If the letter is to be
printed, annotation will be required. Our letter from
Henry to John is one of those letters which is to be
published in volume 10. A paper copy of the letter is made
on the word processor's printer and turned over to an
editor for annotation decisions.
Once the annotation decisions are made, the research
and drafting of notes takes place in a very traditional
fashion ... almost. One of the problems in this letter is a
reference to Samuel Brailsford's son whose first name is
not given. The researcher wonders if the Brailsford boy is
mentioned in a later letter. Perhaps his name is given
there. Instead of reading through the letters, the
researcher uses the search function on the word processor,
keying the search on the word "Brailsford" and whatever
variant spellings are likely to be used. As it happens,
young Brailsford is mentioned in several later letters, but
his first name is not given. Nevenheless, the researcher has
a much clearer idea of how young Brailsford fits into the
story. (As new letters are added to the annotation stack, it
becomes difficult to remember whether or not we have
already assigned annotaton on a panicular person. Here
again, the search function of the word processor can be
used to resolve our question quickly.) For the most pan,
however, annotation is less affected than other editorial
tasks by the text processing system until it is time to write
the finished notes. Once the draft notes have been
completed, they are entered on the word processor. The
draft is printed out and reviewed and the notes are
modified accordingly. The footnotes do not have to be
retyped, merely edited on the screen of the word processor.
(In many cases in the past, we have gone through two or
three typings before we got the notes in final form.) With
our annotation on the letter from Henry to John now in
final form, we are ready to move on to other tasks.
After we have edited the documents in the 1774-177 5
file, and perhaps those of the 1776 file, we will reach the
point of finally deciding what is to go in volume 10. Our
letter from Henry to John will probably survive the final
cut, but others may not. We will undoubtedly change our
minds about cenain letters that no longer have the imponance they seemed to have at the outset. To remove a
document from the file-to-be-published and put it in the
file-to-be-published-in-fiche will be a simple matter of
moving it from one master file in the central computer to
another master file. After the print and fiche files have
been determined, we can use our word processor to
generate automatically a table of contents. Other pans of
our editorial apparatus - like the volume introduction,
the list of abbreviations, the principal dates of HL's life,
appendices, and the index - will be added to the master
print file. Upon completion of the master print file, we
will move that file to computer tape. The computer tape,
in turn, will be given to a printing contractor for
typesetting.
(To be continued)
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Proposed Amendments to Constitution

ores

ONo

OWs

ONo

A. That the steering committee, defined in article 6, be
renamed Council.

ores

DNo
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C. That the first sentence of article 5 be amended to read
"There shall be a business meeting of the association
convened during the annual meeting."; and that the last
sentence of article 5, section 2 be deleted.

e
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Renew your membership in ADE now, and invite a
colleague to join, too. Send membership forms and dues
to Raymond W. Smock, Secretary-Treasurer, History·
Department, University of Maryland, College Park MD
20742.

u

Efforts are under way to expand the scope and content
of the quarterly Newsletter and to make the program of
the second annual meeting-at the Hospitality House, in
Williamsburg, Virginia, 30 October-l November 1980as lively and strong as was the first.

r

D. That the first sentence of article 4, sect~on 4 be
amended to read "No member shall hold more than one
elected office in the association at a time, and 00 member
shall serve more than one consecutive term in any office
except that the secretary-treasurer shall be eligible for
reelection for as many as three consecutive terms."

~

B. That article 4, section 2 (defining the nominating
committee) be made section 1 of article 7 (subsequent
sections being renumbered accordingly); and that the first
sentence of the new article 7, section 1, be amended to
read "A nominating committee of five members, no two
of whom may be affiliated with the same documentary
editing project, agency, or institution, shall be elected by
the association by mail ballot."; and that the word full be
deleted from the last sentence of the said article to
eliminate a redundancy.

Namc _ _ _ _ __

__________________________________________________

Adme~

___________________________________________

Telephone _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Adfiliation _____________________________________
Amount enclosed _______
Regular dues, $15.00.0

Students and retired members, $7.50.0

